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DETAILED ACTION 

Claims 1-3, 5-10, 12-17, 19-24, 26-28 and 36-43 are 
currently presented and have been examined. 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, 
including the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this 
application after final rejection. Since this application is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the 
fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been. timely paid, the 
finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn 
pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 16 
October 2006 has been entered. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-3, 5-10, 12- 
17, 19-24, 26-28 and 36-43 have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground (s) of rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which 
forms the basis for all obviousness rejections set forth in this 
Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically 
disclosed or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the 
differences between the siibject matter sought to be patented and the prior 
art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at 
the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the 
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art to which said siabject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere 

Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for 

establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 

U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1. Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and 
the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent 
art . 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the 
application indicating obviousness or nonobviousness . 

Claims 1, 6, 8, 13, 15, 20, 22/ 27, and 36-43 are rejected 

under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over US Patent 6 

128 612 to Brereton et al in view of US Patent 6 427 161 to 

LiVecchi . 

Regarding claim 1, Brereton discloses a. method in a data 
processing system having a program for a server to handle one or 
more client requests, the method comprising the steps of: 

obtaining one or more of said client requests (referred to 
within the reference as "query") for hierarchically organized 
data at a server; dividing ("parsing") said client requests into 
one or more smaller units ("clause objects" or "query clause 
objects" and "joiners" or "joiner clauses"), said smaller units 
being a unit serviceable by a worker thread- ("translator"); 
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placing said smaller units in a queue ("FIFO postfix queue"); 
and servicing said units in order, (column 3, lines 15-28; 
column 5, lines 46-56; column 6, lines 20-67, specifically lines 
20-40) 

Brereton does not expressly disclose wherein each of the 
smaller units are a transaction request serviceable by one of a 
plurality of worker threads, however, LiVecchi does disclose 
wherein one of a plurality of worker threads service a 
transaction request from a client for hierarchically organized 
data after retrieving the request from a queue and servicing the 
request in order (column 2, lines 16-36; column 11, lines 1-37 
and 45-60) . 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to combine the teachings 
of these references since LiVecchi discloses that servicing of 
requests by a plurality of worker threads allows the requests to 
be balanced over all of the threads (column 7, lines 24-26; 
column 13, lines 15-17). In view of these specific advantages 
and that the references are directed to receiving and processing 
client requests within queues, one of ordinary skill would have 
been motivated to combine these references and would have 
considered them to be analogous to one another based on their 
related fields of endeavor, which would lead one of ordinary 
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skill to reasonably expect a successful combination of the 
teachings . 

Claims 8, 15, and 22 are also rejected since these claims 
recite substantially the same limitations as recited in claim 1. 

Regarding claim 6, Brereton and LiVecchi disclose the 
method of claim 1 . 

Brereton discloses wherein said queue is handled using a 
FIFO scheduling algorithm ("FIFO postfix queue"; see also column 
5, lines 46-56 and column 6, lines 20-61, specifically lines 20- 
40) 

Claims 13, 20, and 27 are also rejected since these claims 
recite substantially the same limitations as recited in claim 6. 

Regarding claims 36-39, Brereton and LiVecchi disclose the 
limitations recited in claims 1, 8, 15, and 22 respectively. 

Brereton does not expressly disclose wherein a plurality of 
client requests are received and units from the plurality of 
client requests are placed in the same queue, however, Brereton 
does disclose creating units from a client request as shown 
above . 

LiVecchi discloses wherein a plurality of client requests 
are received and the plurality of client requests are placed in 
the same queue (column 15, lines 41-53; column 16, lines 3-16, 
specifically lines 14-16) 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to combine the teachings 
of these references since LiVecchi discloses that placing a 
plurality of client requests within the same queue allows a 
plurality of processes which process requests to access the 
queue and process the request (column 17, lines 40-67) . In view 
of these specific advantages and that the references are 
directed to receiving and processing client requests within 
queues, one of ordinary skill would have been motivated to 
combine these references and would have considered them to be 
analogous to one another based on their related fields of 
endeavor, which would lead one of ordinary skill to reasonably 
expect a successful combination of the teachings. 

Regarding claim 40-43, Brereton and LiVecchi disclose the 
limitations recited in claims 36-39 respectively. 

Brereton does not expressly disclose wherein the plurality 
of client requests are received through a plurality of sockets, 
and wherein the worker thread services units received through at 
least two of the plurality of sockets, however, Brereton does 
disclose creating units from a client request as shown above. 

LiVecchi discloses wherein the plurality of client requests 
are received through a plurality of sockets, and wherein the 
worker thread services the requests received through at least 
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two of the plurality of sockets, (column 15, lines 41-53; column 
16, lines 3-16, specifically lines 14-16) 

Claims 40-43 are rejected since the motivations regarding 
the obviousness of claims 36-39 also apply to these claims. 

Claims 2-3, 5, 7, 9-10, 12, 14, 16-17, 19, 21, 23-24, 26, 
and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Brereton and LiVecchi and in further view of US Patent 
Application Publication 2002/0069157 to Jordan. 

Regarding claims 2, 9, 16, and 23, Brereton and LiVecchi do 
not expressly disclose wherein said client requests are in XML 
format, however, Jordan does disclose these limitations 
(paragraph 0217 and 0219) . 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to combine the teachings 
of these references since these references are directed to and 
disclose obtaining requests for hierarchically organized data, 
one of ordinary skill would have been motivated to combine these 
references and would have considered them to be analogous to one 
another based on their related fields of endeavor, which would 
lead one of ordinary skill to reasonably expect a successful 
combination of the teachings. 

Regarding claims 3, 10, 17, and 24, Brereton and LiVecchi 
do not expressly disclose wherein said hierarchically organized 
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data is stored using a Document object Model, however, Jordan 
does disclose these limitations (paragraph 0217) . 

Claims 3, 10, 17, and 24 are rejected since the motivations 
regarding the obviousness of claims 2, 9, 16, and 23 also apply 
to claims 3, 10, 17, and 24. 

Regarding claims 5, 12, 19, and 26, Brereton and LiVecchi 
do not expressly disclose wherein, the server is a registry 
server, however, Jordan does disclose this limitation (paragraph 
0057) . 

Claims 5, 12, 19, and 26 are rejected since the motivations 
regarding the obviousness of claims 2, 9, 16, and 23 also apply 
to claims 5, 12, 19, and 26. 

Regarding claims 7, 14, 21, 28, and 35, Brereton and 
LiVecchi do not expressly disclose wherein said units are 
defined by an XML <envelope> and an XML </ envelope > tag, 
however, Brereton does disclose wherein the units are defined by 
particular tags (column 5, lines 46-56; column 6, lines 20-67, 
specifically lines 20-40, note "/e sub^car") 

Jordan discloses wherein said units are defined by an XML 
<envelope> and an XML </envelope> tag ("SOAP"; paragraph 0219). 

Claims 7, 14, 21, 28, and 35 are rejected since the 
motivations regarding the obviousness of claims 2, 9, 16, and 23 
also apply to claims 7, 14, 21, 28, and 35. 2. 
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Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier 
communications from the examiner should be directed to George C. . 
Neurauter, Jr. whose telephone number is 571-272-3918. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday- Friday 9am-5 :30pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are 
unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, David Wiley, can be 
reached on 571-272-3923. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or. proceeding is assigned is 
571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be 
obtained from the Patent Application Information Retrieval 
(PAIR) system- Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, 
see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on 
access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free) . If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or 
access to the automated information system, call 800-786-9199 
(IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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